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MAP 1.2 Distribution of Dominant Racial and Ethnic Groups in Los Angeles County

San Fernando Valley

Santa Monica Mountain:
a South Central

Dominant Racial/Ethnic Group
Los Angeles County

Dominant Racial or

Ethnic Group
] wame
B Mixed
B vatine
4 0 4 8 12 16 20 Miles

L —=____——__|

African American
Long Beach

Source: 1990 U.S. Census STF3A.




MAP 1.3 Changing Dominant Ethnic Group in South Central
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TABLE 1.1 Sample Characteristics by Race and Ethnicity

Whites Blacks Asians Latinos
Total N 863 1118 1056 988
Sex
Female 55% 57% 53% 52%
Male 45 43 47 48
Nativity
Foreign-born 16% 8% 89% 74%
Native-born 84 92 12 26
Mean age 45.0 41.7 44.1 37.1
Mean years education 14.0 12.8 13.4 9.8
Mean family income $64,387 $ 40,875 $46,236 $ 28,725
Employment status®
Full- or part-time 68% 67% 65% 66%
Unemployed 10 15 7 16
Not in labor force 22 19 27 18
Neighborhood poverty
Low poverty 96% 58% 77% 57%
Moderate poverty 4 36 22 38
High poverty <1 6 <1 5

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

“Only for those age sixty-four or younger.



TABLE 1.2 Sample Characteristics by National Ancestry for Asian and
Latino Respondents
Asians Latinos
Central
China Japan Korea Mexico America Other
Total N 415 207 403 728 169 91
Sex
Female 51% 60% 55% 51% 56% 54%
Male 49 40 45 49 44 46
Nativity
Foreign-born 95% 54% 99% 68% 98% 73%
Native-born 5 46 1 32 2 28
Mean age 45.5 40.8 443 37.0 359 40.3
Mean years
education 13.0 14.9 12.7 9.6 9.3 13.0
Mean family
income $41,321 $74,061 $35,663 $29,999 $20,771 $33,314
Language of
interview
English 34% 100% 28% 40% 18% 55%
Other 66 — 72 60 82 45

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.



TABLE 1.3 Immigration to Los Angeles, 1994, by Selected Country

of Birth and Area of Intended Residence

California Los Angeles
All countries (total) 208,498 77,112
Canada 1,922 535
China Mainland 17,447 6,183
Colombia 665 316
Cuba 411 281
Dominican Republic 120 41
El Salvador 8,082 5,963
Germany 1,030 331
Guatemala 3,628 2,752
Guyana 141 60
Haiti 78 27
Hong Kong 3,359 1,067
India 7,085 1,339
Iran 6,302 3,723
Ireland 2,338 463
Jamaica 257 139
Japan 1,917 782
Korea 4,965 3,070
Mexico 52,088 15,605
Pakistan 1,389 347
Peru 1,619 661
Philippines 23,942 7,476
Poland 598 191
Soviet Union 14,542 7,710
Taiwan 4,862 2,342
Trinidad 147 79
United Kingdom 3,216 1,077
Vietnam 14,162 3,118
Other 32,186 11,228

Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 1996, tables 17 and 19.



TABLE 1.4 Estimated Illegal Immigrant Population for Top Ten
Countries of Origin and Top Ten States of Residence,

October 1992

Country of Origin Population State of Residence Population
All countries 3,379,000 All states 3,379,000
Mexico 1,321,000 California 1,441,000
El Salvador 327,000 New York 449,000
Guatemala 129,000 Texas 357,000
Canada 97,000 Florida 322,000
Poland 91,000 Illinois 176,000
Philippines 90,000 New Jersey 116,000
Haiti 88,000 Arizona 57,000
Bahamas 71,000 Massachusetts 45,000
Nicaragua 68,000 Virginia 35,000
Italy 67,000 Washington 30,000

Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 1996, table N.



TABLE 1.5 Percentage of Total Immigration Admitted by
Metropolitan Area of Intended Residence, 1984 to 1997

Year of L.A. New Total Total
Arrival Metro* York Chicago Houston Miami (Top five cities) Immigration
1984 114 16.9 4.1 1.4 2.1 35.9 543,903
1985 12.8 3.9 3.9 1.3 2.4 24.3 570,009
1987 12.9 16.2 3.4 1.9 6.3 40.7 601,516
1988 15.9 14.5 3.3 1.7 6.0 41.4 643,025
1989¢ 27.4 10.7 5.5 3.2 2.3 49.1 1,090,924
1990° 28.7 10.7 4.8 3.8 2.5 50.4 1,536,483
1991 17.3 8.9 3.3 2.9 3.2 35.7 1,827,167
1992 16.9 13.1 3.8 2.8 3.3 39.9 973,977
1993 14.6 14.2 4.9 2.5 34 39.6 904,292
1994 11.5 15.5 5.0 2.2 3.6 37.8 804,416
1995 10.1 15.5 4.4 2.0 43 36.3 720,461
1996 8.9 14.5 4.4 2.3 4.5 34.6 915,900
1997 10.1 13.5 4.4 2.2 5.7 35.9 796,378

Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 1996.

“L.A. Metro includes the Los Angeles-Long Beach SMSA and Orange County.

*Part of what explains the large increase in immigration to Los Angeles in 1989 and 1990 is
the large number of previously undocumented immigrants who became legalized through the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986. One of the act’s provisions called for a general
amnesty for those immigrants without documents who had been residing in the United States
continuously prior to 1982.



TABLE 1.6 Poverty in Los Angeles County and the United States

Los Angeles County

Number of People

in Poverty Percentage in the
(All Ages) Percentage United States
1990 1,469,913 16.7 12.8
1993 2,164,629 23.8 15.1
1995 2,057,499 22.7 13.8

Source: United States Bureau of the Census, Current Population Survey.



TABLE 1.7 Gini Index for Adults in Los Angeles County by Race
(Income from All Sources)
1980 1990 Change

All 544 575 .031
White .525 .536 .011
Black 518 524 .006
Latino 541 559 .017
Asian 547 573 .026

Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census, 5 percent Public Use Microdata Samples.



TABLE 1.8 Mean Salary for Workers in Los Angeles County by Year

and Race
1980 1990 Change
All 21,857 24,258 2,401
White 24,822 31,017 6,195
Black 18,744 22,298 3,554
Latino 16,143 15,857 —286
Asian 20,549 23,354 2,805

Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census, 5 percent Public Use Microdata Samples.



TABLE 1.9

Mean Income from All Sources for Adults in Los

Angeles County by Year and Race

1980 1990 Change
All 20,231 22,672 2,441
White 24,475 31,826 7,351
Black 15,607 18,576 2,969
Latino 13,174 13,126 —48
Asian 18,519 21,341 2,822

Source: 1980 and 1990 U.S. Census, 5 percent Public Use Microdata Samples.



TABLE 1A.1 Final Disposition of Los Angeles Study of Urban

Inequality Sample

JLo KLo KM ChLo ChM Blo BM
¢ NHW comp 46 29 7 141 1 27 7
¢ Hisp comp 28 1 48 60 17 34 43
¢ Black comp 2 1 54 3 2 285 300
¢ Asian comp 53 131 152 422 114 2 0
nr final refusal R 157 57 39 220 21 77 72
nr final refusal P 7 5 2 33 3 5 9
nr R not home 6 4 2 16 0 1 0
m not home 1 1 11 27 1 12 7
m no access 9 4 20 30 4 6 2
m screen refusal 8 11 8 66 12 44 24
ne R incapable 10 5 5 19 6 7 18
ne language barrier 1 3 5 6 2 0 0
ne vacant 39 82 107 104 21 34 42
ne not HU 42 3 6 8 12 0 6
ne n-elg all < twenty-one 0 0 1 9 1 1 1
nen-elg > twenty 639 404 507 1507 135 9 68
Total 1148 741 974 2671 352 544 599
Raw response rate 0.55 0.66 0.76 0.61 0.77 0.71 0.75

Adjusted response rate 0.56 0.70 0.82 0.67 0.81 0.71 0.77

J = Japanese K = Korean C = Chinese B = black H = Hispanic W = white
HU = housing unit R = respondent P = proxy Lo = Census tract < 20 percent
below poverty, M = Census tract = 20 percent below poverty but = 39 percent
below poverty, Hi = Census tract = 40 percent below poverty

c = complete, nr = non-response, ne = not eligible, m = mixed nr and ne
Raw Response Rate = c¢/(c + nr + m)

Adjusted Response Rate = ¢f{c + nr + m(l-ne/{c + nr + ne)))

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

Note: The “adjusted response rate” assumes that some respondents in certain non-
response categories (that is nobody home, no access, and screen refusal) would have been
ineligible; appropriate adjustments are made based on stratum data.



TABLE 1A.1 Continued

BHi HLo HM HHi Wlo WM Mlo MM MHi Total
9 23 9 15 346 52 69 65 14 860
9 72 223 252 58 7 101 35 7 995
180 0 6 47 27 12 29 83 86 1117
2 4 4 4 22 5 4 23 11 1053
22 25 26 21 137 17 43 35 8 977
0 1 7 4 5 0 3 3 1 88
0 1 0 0 9 1 0 0 0 40
5 1 0 2 19 2 1 1 0 91
5 1 1 10 27 11 3 18 0 151
13 34 32 23 97 24 76 31 9 513
4 5 6 7 26 7 5 6 4 140
0 5 3 0 13 18 1 25 0 82
43 13 33 77 99 23 65 60 10 852
1 0 4 15 5 7 1 6 11 127
4 0 1 5 2 0 0 0 0 25
108 15 19 10 60 32 41 223 50 3827
405 200 374 492 952 219 442 614 211 10938
0.82 0.61 0.79 0.84 0.61 0.58 0.62 0.70 0.87 0.68
0.85 0.64 0.80 0.86 0.63 0.66 0.67 0.77 0.89 0.73




TABLE 1A.2 LASUI Sample and 1990 Census Data for Selected

Demographic Characteristics

Race-Ethnicity

LASUI LASUI L.A. County L.A.
Unweighted Weighted Eligibles County
Group
White 21.4% 43.2% 49.4% 47.0%
Black 27.8 11.0 10.9 10.3
Asian 26.2 7.7 6.5 6.2
Latino 24.5 38 33.2 31.5
Other — — — 5.0
Total 4,025 3,133 5,787,991 6,090,712
Age Group
Twenty-one to thirty 24.6 27.7 28.3 28.2
Thirty-one to forty 27.6 26.5 25.1 25.3
Forty-one to fifty 19.9 20.1 16.7 16.9
Fifty-one to sixty 10.9 12.2 11.5 11.5
Sixty-one to seventy 9.1 8.1 9.8 9.7
Seventy-one to eighty 6.0 4.5 5.9 5.8
Eighty-one and over 1.8 0.9 2.7 2.6
Total 4,020 3,131 5,787,991 6,090,712
Sex
Men 43.9 46.1 49.1 49.0
Women 56.1 53.9 50.9 51.0
Total 4,025 3,133 5,787,991 6,090,712
Nativity
Native-born 53.2 57.4 64.3 62.0
Foreign-born 46.8 42.6 35.7 38.0
Total 4,017 3,126 5,787,991 6,090,712
Educational attainment
Less than high school 25.6 23.7 30.7 30.2
H.S. grad, GED 26.1 24.5 21.3 21.0
H.S.+ some college 11.1 12.4 20.5 20.4

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality.



TABLE 1A.2

Continued

Race-Ethnicity

Assoc. degree
B.A.
Ph.D., M.A., Prof.

Total

Occupation
Managerial,
professional,
specialist
Technical,
sales, support
Service
Farm, forest, fish
Craft, repair
Operators,
fabricators,
laborers
Military

Total

15.0
16.5
5.6

4,022

25.8

31.5
17.7

9.0

15.2

2,990

15.5
17.0
6.9

3,133

29.9

28.9

7.2
13.2
7.1

5,787,991

27.4

31.3
12.4

1.3
11.4

16.2
0.1

4,563,593

7.3
13.9
7.1

6,090,712

27.4

15.9
0.1

4,806,492




TABLE 1A.3 Characteristics of Housing Market Areas

Median Percentage Percentage
Total Housing Owner Percentage Percentage Percentage Asian-Pacific
City Population Value Occupied White Black Latino Islander
Alhambra 82,106 227,900 41 25 2 36 38
Baldwin Hills 15,254 224,600 59 21 59 12 8
Canoga Park 105,601 257,600 74 69 2 19 9
Culver City 38,793 329,400 56 58 10 19 12
Glendale 180,038 341,700 39 65 1 20 14
Palmdale 68,917 150,150 70 67 6 22 4
Pico Rivera 59,177 163,800 70 13 0.4 83 3
L.A. County 8,863,164 223,800 48 41 11 37 10

Source: 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of Population and Housing, file STF3A.

Note: The median housing value, based on table H61A, is reported for owner-occupied housing units in each of the seven areas listed
above. Baldwin Hills and Canoga Park are not incorporated areas, but neighborhoods within the City of Los Angeles. The median housing
value reported above for these areas is the weighted average of the median housing value for each census tract in that neighborhood
(weighted by the number of owner-occupied housing units in the tract).



TABLE 1A.4 LASUI Sample and 1990 Census Data for
Demographic Characteristics by Race
Panel A: Non-Hispanic Whites
L.A.
LASUI County
LASUI Raw  Weighted Eligible
Age
Twenty-one to thirty 18% 19% 21.4%
Thirty-one to forty 24.4 254 22.6
Forty-one to fifty 22 23.1 17.5
Fifty-one to sixty 13 13.4 13
Sixty-one to seventy 11.5 11.1 12.8
Seventy-one to eighty 9 7.2 8.6
Eighty-one plus 2.1 0.9 4.1
Total 863 1,352 2,861,173
Education
< high school 7 4.9 14.2
High school 24.6 23.5 22.9
Some college 344 355 33.2
B.A. 23.9 25.6 19.1
M.A., Ph.D,, Prof 10.2 10.5 10.6
Total 863 1,352 2,861,173
Occupation
Managerial, professional, specialist 43.1 46.1 39
Technical, sales, support 33.1 32.6 35.6
Service 9.7 7.9 7.7
Farm, forest, fish 1.0 0.9 0.6
Craft, repair 7.9 7.6 9.8
Operators, fabricators, laborers 5.2 4.9 7.4
Total 673 1,114 2,252,866
Nativity
Native-born 85.6 84 86.1
Foreign-born 14.4 16 13.9
Sex
Men 46.3 45.1 48.8
Women 53.7 54.9 51.2

(Table continues on p. 40.)



TABLE 1A 4 Continued

Panel B: African Americans

LA
LASUI County
LASUI Raw  Weighted Eligible
Age
Twenty-one to thirty 23.2 28.5 27.6
Thirty-one to forty 27.5 26.7 25.9
Forty-one to fifty 18.6 18.4 17.4
Fifty-one to sixty 12.3 11.8 12.6
Sixty-one to seventy 10.5 7.8 9.3
Seventy-one to eighty 6 5.7 52
Eighty-one plus 1.9 1.2 1.9
Total 1,119 346 630,015
Education
< high school 19 11.7 25.1
High school 33 32.6 24.9
Some college 37.1 40 35.9
B.A. 8.7 9.1 9.5
M.A., Ph.D., Prof. 2.2 6.4 4.5
Total 1,119 346 630,015
Occupation
Managerial, professional, specialist 21.8 24.1 22.7
Technical, sales, support 36.5 40.5 36.5
Service 25.2 22.5 17.3
Farm, forest, fish 0.6 0.5 0.8
Craft, repair 6.1 4.8 8.4
Operators, fabricators, laborers 9.6 7.6 14.1
Total 783 273 479,538
Nativity
Native-born 96.2 92.4 95.1
Foreign-born 3.8 7.6 4.9
Sex
Men 34.8 43 45.4

Women 65.2 57 54.6




TABLE 1A 4 Continued

Panel C: Latinos

L.A.
LASUI County
LASUI Raw Weighted Eligible
Age
Twenty-one to thirty 40.8 38.3 39.5
Thirty-one to forty 30.1 28.6 28.1
Forty-one to fifty 14.8 16.1 14.9
Fifty-one to sixty 8.6 11.1 8.6
Sixty-one to seventy 3.6 4.1 5.5
Seventy-one to eighty 1.2 0.9 2.5
Eighty-one plus 0.8 0.7 1.0
Total 988 1,195 1,921,170
Education
< high school 57.8 50.1 59.5
High school 22.3 23.9 18.0
Some college 13.3 17.6 16.9
B.A. 53 6.7 3.7
M.A., Ph.D., Prof. 1.3 1.8 1.8
Total 988 1,195 1,921,170
Occupation
Managerial, professional, specialist 9.8 11.9 10.7
Technical, sales, support 19.7 20.9 22.3
Service 22 21.1 18.2
Farm, forest, fish 1.4 1.1 2.4
Craft, repair 14.3 14.9 15.5
Operators, fabricators, laborers 32.9 30.1 30.9
Total 814 1,013 1,542,816
Nativity
Native-born 19.7 26.3 29.6
Foreign-born 80.3 73.7 70.4
Sex
Men 47.9 47.8 51
Women 52.1 52.2 49

(Table continues on p. 42.)



TABLE 1A.4 Continued

Panel D: Asians

L.A.
LASUI County
LASUI Raw  Weighted Eligible
Age
Twenty-one to thirty 16.3 21.9 24.4
Thirty-one to forty 27.8 22.2 27.2
Forty-one to fifty 24.4 26.1 18.7
Fifty-one to sixty 10 11.4 13
Sixty-one to seventy 10.8 11.1 10.3
Seventy-one to eighty 8.2 6.0 4.8
Eighty-one plus 2.5 1.2 1.6
Total 1,055 240 375,633
Education
< high school 17.6 15.1 19.1
High school 23.8 20.8 19.5
Some college 19.8 19.8 26.1
B.A. 29.4 32 23.9
M.A., Ph.D., Prof. 9.3 12.2 11.4
Total 1,055 240 375,633
Occupation
Managerial, professional, specialist 31.8 40 34
Technical, sales, support 38.1 33 38
Service 12.1 15.6 9.8
Farm, forest, fish 0.4 0.3 1.4
Craft, repair 7.2 5.7 7.5
Operators, fabricators, laborers 10.4 5.4 9.3
Total 720 170 288,373
Nativity
Native-born 12.3 11.5 24.3
Foreign-born 87.7 88.5 75.7
Sex
Men 48 46.7 47.3
Women 52 53.3 52.7

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.



FIGURE 2.1 Racial and Ethnic Composition of Los Angeles
County, 1970 and 1990
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1990a.



FIGURE 2.2 Age Structure of Racial-Ethnic Groups by Nativity,
Los Angeles County, 1990
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1990a.



FIGURE 2.3 Educational Attainment Among the Los Angeles
County Labor Force by Race and Nativity,
1970 and 1990
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1990a.



FIGURE 2.4 Women: Representation in Major Occupations,

Los Angeles County, 1970 and 1990
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FIGURE 2.5 Men: Representation in Major Occupations,
Los Angeles County, 1970 and 1990
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FIGURE 2.6 Employment Rate of Young (Twenty-Five to Thirty-
Four) Men and Women by Race and Educational

Attainment, 1990
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FIGURE 2.7 Percentage of Households Below the Poverty Line by
Race and Nativity, 1970 and 1990
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Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1990a.



FIGURE 2.8 Mean Wealth Indicators in LASUI by Race-Ethnicity
and Nativity
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TABLE 2.1 Percentage Distribution of Major Industrial Sectors, Los
Angeles County, 1970, 1980, and 1990
Percentage Absolute
Change, Change,

Industry 1970 1980 1990 1970 to 1990 1970 to 1990
Professional

services 16.5 18.8 20.3 3.8 84
Retail trade 16.1 15.6 15.7 -0.4 46
Durable manu-

facturing 20.0 17.6 13.3 -6.7 -0.3
Nondurable

manufacturing 8.2 8.4 7.5 -0.7 37
Financial, insur-

ance, and

real estate 6.0 6.9 7.5 1.5 88
Transportation,

communica-

tions, and

public

utilities 6.7 7.1 6.9 0.2 55
Business and

repair services 4.8 5.8 6.5 1.7 104
Construction 4.7 4.6 6.1 1.4 95
Wholesale trade 4.7 4.7 5.0 0.3 62
Personal

services 4.1 3.1 3.7 -04 34
Entertaiment-

recreation

services 2.4 2.6 3.3 0.9 107
Public admin-

istration 4.7 3.4 2.8 -1.9 -9
Other 1.2 1.3 1.4 0.2 79
Total 100% 100% 100% — 50

2,906,800 3,557,540 4,357,033

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1980, 1990a.



TABLE 2.2 Percentage Distribution of Major Occupational Sectors, Los
Angeles County, 1970, 1980, and 1990

Percentage Absolute
Change, Change,
Occupation 1970 1980 1990 1970 to 1990 1970 to 1990
White-collar
Managerial 8.6 11.4 12.7 4.1 121
Professional 15.2 12.6 13.8 -14 37
Technical 1.9 3.1 3.4 1.5 256
Finance and
business
sales 3.3 4.8 6.1 2.8 178
Retail sales 4.2 5.0 53 1.1 90
Clerical 21.1 19.5 17.3 -3.8 23
Total, white-
collar 54.3 56.4 58.6 4.3 61.9
Blue-collar
Craft and
repair 13.2 12.4 11.4 —-1.8 29
Operators,
fabricators,
and laborers 20.5 18.3 16.3 —-4.2 19
Service 11.7 11.9 12.5 0.8 60
Farm, forest,
fish 0.3 1.1 1.2 0.9 532
Total, blue-
collar 45.7 43.7 41.4 ~4.3 35.6
Total, all
occupations 100% 100% 100% — 50

2,906,800 3,557,540 4,357,239
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1980a, 1990a.




TABLE 2.3 Median Earnings Differentials of Individual Workers by
Race, Gender, and Nativity, Los Angeles County,
1970 to 1990° (Full-Time, Full-Year Workers)
Years of Education
Less
Native-  Foreign- Than Thirteen to  Sixteen
Men Total Born Born Twelve  Twelve Fifteen Plus
Los Angeles
County
1970 32.8 33.8 27.0 27.0 30.7 33.8 47.3
1990 29.0 35.0 19.2 16.0 25.0 31.0 45.0
Asian and Pacific
Islanders
1970 30.4 33.1 23.5 23.3 28.7 32.4 33.8
1990 30.0 35.0 28.0 18.0 22.0 26.5 36.0
Blacks
1970 24.3 — — 20.3 24.3 27.0 33.8
1990 27.8 — — 20.5 24.0 28.0 39.0
Latinos
1970 25.7 28.0 20.9 23.6 27.0 304 33.8
1990 18.0 27.0 15.0 14.5 20.0 25.0 35.0
Whites
1970 33.8 — — 30.4 33.8 33.8 50.7
1990 38.6 — — 27.8 30.0 35.6 50.0
Less
Native-  Foreign- Than Thirteen to  Sixteen
Women Total Born Born Twelve Twelve Fifteen Plus
Los Angeles
County
1970 19.3 19.9 16.9 16.9 18.9 20.3 27.0
1990 22.0 25.0 16.0 12.0 19.8 24.0 31.5
Asian and Pacific
Islanders
1970 20.3 23.0 13.5 13.5 21.3 21.6 27.0
1990 22.0 27.0 20.6 13.2 16.5 22.0 28.0
Blacks
1970 16.9 — — 13.5 16.9 19.3 23.6
1990 23.0 — — 18.0 19.0 23.8 32.0
Latinas
1970 15.5 16.9 13.5 13.5 16.9 18.6 17.6
1990 14.9 20.0 12.0 11.0 17.0 20.0 26.0
Whites
1970 20.3 — —_ 17.9 20.3 20.3 27.9
1990 26.0 — — 19.0 22.0 25.0 34.0

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1990a.

“Based on 1969 and 1989 reported earnings in thousands of constant 1989 dollars.



TABLE 2.4 Selected Characteristics of Single-Headed Households
in Los Angeles County, 1970, 1980, 1990

Percentage Percentage Percentage
of All Below Percentage Ever
Households  Poverty Line Female Married
Asian and Pacific
Islanders
1970 4 n.a. 80 90
1980 4 25 79 91
1990 7 28 73 79
Blacks
1970 19 46 92 84
1980 21 42 89 69
1990 23 39 87 60
Latinos
1970 11 41 85 89
1980 12 44 84 76
1990 19 40 67 57
Whites
1970 6 26 92 96
1980 6 21 83 92
1990 5 18 77 86
Los Angeles
County
1970 8 34 87 92
1980 9 34 85 80
1990 11 33 75 66

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce 1970, 1980a, 1990a.



TABLE 2.5 Dissimilarity Indices of Major Racial-Ethnic Groups,
Los Angeles County 1970, 1980, 1990 (Tract Level)

1970 1980 1990
Black-White .901 .809 .730
Black-Asian — .761 .693
Black-Latino 841 724 .595
Latino—~White 458 572 611
Latino—Asian — 491 Sl11
Asian—-White — 467 462

Source: Clark 1996.



FIGURE 3.1 Heuristic Model of Racial Attitude Analysis
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FIGURE 3.2 Common Fate Identity by Race
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FIGURE 3.3 Perceived Socioeconomic Standing
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FIGURE 3.4 Overall Stereotype Index Ratings by Race
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FIGURE 3.5 Stereotype Difference Score Ratings by Race
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FIGURE 3.6 Whites’ Stereotype Difference Scores (Omitting
English Language Ability)
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FIGURE 3.7 Perceived Racial Group Competition Index by Race
and Target Group
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FIGURE 3.8 Mean Opposition to Race-Based “Special Job Training
and Educational Assistance” Programs by Race
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FIGURE 3.9  Mean Opposition to Race-Based “Preferences in Hiring
and Promotion” by Race
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TABLE 3.1 Core Dependent and Independent Variables

Core dependent variables
Common fate identity
Stereotypes
Perceived group competition (economic and political)
Opposition to affirmative action

Core independent variables
Social background characteristics
Gender
Age
Education
Income
Asian ancestry {Chinese, Japanese, Korean, other)
Latino ancestry (Central American, Mexican, other)
Nativity

Religion and social values
Religious affiliation
Church attendance
Political ideology

Personal, work, and neighborhood context
Any friend of the target racial group?
Coworkers mainly from target racial group?
Percent of target racial group in census tract

Interview context
Not same-race interviewer
Interviewer observations of the respondent

Source: authors’ compilation.



TABLE 3.2 Mean Common Fate Identity by Independent Variables
and Race

Whites  Blacks Asians  Latinos

Social background

Education
< high school diploma 1.09 1.88*** 1.28 1.69
High school diploma 1.50 1.73 1.73 1.41
Some college 1.51 2.05 1.69 1.51
Bachelor’s degree 1.67 1.87 1.71 1.55
Postgraduate 1.78 2.74 1.78 1.64
Gender
Female 1.63 1.97 1.49 1.59
Male 1.49 1.94 1.82 1.58
Age
Twenty-one to twenty-nine years 1.26*** 2.11*** 1.89*** 1.72***
Thirty to thirty-nine years 1.72 1.76 1.81 1.59
Forty to forty-nine years 1.60 2.20 1.85 1.55
Fifty plus years 1.57 1.83 1.29 1.34
Income report
Reported 1.56 1.96 1.73 1.56
Did not report 1.51 1.93 1.44 1.72
Income
Less than 20,000 1.32 1.78 1.75 1.62*
20 to 39,000 1.57 1.94 1.73 1.69
40 to 59,000 1.68 2.12 1.44 1.32
60,000 + 1.57 2.17 1.98 1.12
Asian ancestry
Chinese — — 1.54~ —
Japanese — — 1.40 —
Korean — — 1.86 —
Other — — 2.35 —
Latino ancestry
Mexican — — — 1.57**
Central American — — — 1.85
Other — — — 1.16
Nativity
Foreign-born — — 1.68 1.68**
U.S. native — — 1.48 1.33
Religion and social values
Religion
Protestant 1.53 1.98 1.96*~ 1.51
Catholic 1.54 1.75 1.23 1.60
Jewish 1.79 — — —
Other 1.64 2.21 1.70 1.67

Agnostic or atheist 1.42 1.61 1.49 1.41




TABLE 3.2 Continued

Whites Blacks Asians  Latinos

Political ideology

Liberal 1.71+* 2.17 1.90* 1.93**~
Moderate or no thought 1.39 1.83 1.36 1.37
Conservative 1.58 1.75 1.74 1.58

Interview context
Interviewer race

Same as respondent 1.60 1.89 1.71 1.67**

Not same race 1.47 2.04 1.44 1.35
Pause

No pausing 1.58 1.89 1.73 1.64

Paused 1.52 2.08 1.46 1.53
Justify

No justifying 1.60 1.85** 1.67 1.54

Justified 1.43 2.30 1.50 1.78
Object

Did not object 1.56 1.97 1.67 1.66**

Objected 1.53 1.61 1.45 1.23
Discomfort

No discomfort 1.56 1.93 1.70* 1.62

Discomfort 1.54 2.18 1.07 1.42

Personal context
Black friends

None 1.55 1.83 1.66* 1.58

At least one 1.73 2.01 1.11 1.80
White friends

None 1.33* 1.99 1.67 1.61

At least one 1.60 1.72 1.41 1.40
Asian friends

None 1.57 1.92*** 1.71 1.58

At least one 1.41 2.73 1.57 2.02
Latino friends

None 1.56 1.93 1.66 1.47

At least one 1.54 2.34 1.50 1.67

Workplace context
White coworkers

Other 1.40* 1.96 1.63 1.56

Mainly white 1.65 1.94 1.73 1.74
Black coworkers

Other 1.55 1.97 1.64 1.59

Mainly black 1.86 1.93 2.41 1.42

(Table continues on p. 98.)



TABLE 3.2 Continued

Whites  Blacks Asians  Latinos
Latino coworkers
Other 1.56 1.95 1.65 1.44*
Mainly Latino 1.50 2.05 1.69 1.67
Asian coworkers
Other 1.56 1.95 1.67 1.59
Mainly Asian 1.40 2.14 1.63 1.30
Neighborhood context
Tract racial comp.
<10 percent own race .88* 2.00 1.59 83
10 to 19 percent own race 1.33 2.02 1.70 1.23
20+ percent own race 1.57 1.91 1.64 1.62

Source: Los Angeles Survey of Urban Inequality 1994.

*p < .05 **p< .01, "**p < .00l



TABLE 3.3 Multivariate Models of Common Fate Identity

Whites Asians Latinos
Constant 1.13 (.43)" 2.99 (43]***  1.67 (42)***
Social background
Age .00 (.00} —.02(.00)**  —.01(.00)**
Education
No high school
diploma —.16 (.37) — 26 {.27) 28 (.11}
Some college .02 (.14} ~.09 {.16) .18 {.14)
Bachelor’s degree 19 (.14) —.01 {.12) 29 (.21)
Postgraduate 23 (.18) 1.17 {.26)*** —.07 {.17) .72 (.35)*
Gender —.16 (.12} B4 (11~ —.03 (.11)
Income
Did not report 13 {.24) —.63 [.14)*** .62 {.24})*
Low income .00 (.23) -.29(.17) .32 {.20)
Lower middle
income 09 (.17} —.38 (.15)* 45 (17)*
Higher middle
income 13 (.14) —.66 {.17)*** .20 (.24)
Not in work force -.21(.13) —.16 {.13) 10 (.12)
Ancestry
Korean — .39 (.18)* —
Japanese — —.28 (.15} —
Other Asian — .25 {.40) —
Mexican — — —.03 (.18}
Central American — — 21 (.23)
U.S. native — 01 [.16) ~.10 {.15)
Religion and social
values
Protestant 19 (.18) 15 (.21) 17 {.23)
Catholic 20 [.18) — 48 (22)* 14 (.19)
Jewish .38 (.21) — —
Other religion .35 (.19) .23 (.12) .43 (.29}
Church attendance .00 (.03) —.02 (.05) —.02 (.03}
Political
conservatism —.04 {.03) .01 {.04) —.08 (.04)*
Personal, work, and
neighborhood
context
Has target group
friend .14 (.15) —.10 (.11} .24 (.10)*
Coworkers mainly
target group 17 {.13) —.28 {.14) .20 (.10}
Percentage target
group in tract —.00 (.00} —.00 (.00} —.00 (.00)
Interview context
Not same-race
interviewer —.04 (.13) —.06 (.19} —.30 (.13}*

(Table continues on p. 100.)



TABLE 3.3 Continued

Whites Blacks Asians Latinos
Paused before
answering —.08(.12) 23 (.12) —.17 {.09) —.22 (. 11)*
Justified responses -.19(.12) 17 (.11) —.06 {.14) .39 (. 15)**
Showed discomfort .05 (.15} .35 (.15)* —.37 (.25} —.14 {.13)
Objected to section .09 (.24) —.63(.23)** .09 (.14} —.66 (.16)**
R? .06 A1+ 27% d4xnx
N 720 1061 1011 968

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high-income, high school di-
ploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively. For the ancestry items, Chinese ancestry and other
Latino ancestry were omitted.

*p <.05 **p < .01, ***p <.001



TABLE 3.4 Mean Stereotype Ratings by Race and Target Group

Target Groups

All White White All Black Black
Whites Men Women F Blacks Men Women F
White respondents
Rich-poor 19.47 19.34 25.81 45.12**~ 33.93 34.05 36.25 496"
Unintelligent 17.64 17.65 16.30 1.18 24,75 24,72 22.05 3.95*%
Prefer welfare 11.95 10.32 13.50 4.69** 28.03 25.33 27.82 1.51
Hard to get along 17.64 18.36 18.71 27 24.18 23.72 22.27 1.30
Poor English 8.17 9.21 6.19 6.20"* 20.98 21.74 18.12 3.56"
Drugs-gangs 19.11 19.60 12.65 17.80**~ 34.70 30.49 26.68 16.07***
Discriminate 28.28 27.09 21.39 10.37*** 33.20 31.57 28.38 6.05**
Absolute scale 17.20 16.96 14.77 5.35"* 27.57 26.36 24.34 7.88***
Difference score -— — — — 8.19 7.77 7.50 .35
SES difference — — — — 14.51 14.79 10.50 13.85***
Black respondents
Rich-poor 13.02 16.84 18.79 7.13%*~ 34.37 33.55 32.86 39
Unintelligent 22.49 18.32 19.35 2.23 21.68 18.72 18.69 2.82
Prefer welfare 16.61 15.00 16.75 49 26.79 24.72 23.63 1.22
Hard to get along 27.09 24.51 21.80 3.53* 17.65 18.60 16.59 51
Poor English 8.33 8.22 7.82 .09 13.84 16.86 13.39 1.24
Drugs-gangs 27.07 27.06 20.13 10.45* 30.96 32.86 25.62 5.96**
Discriminate 38.37 34.41 33.23 6.02** 24.91 26.15 22.67 2.43
Absolute scale 23.50 21.31 19.77  10.11*** 23.69 23.04 20.09 7.02%
Difference score .56 —.87 46 97 — — — —
SES difference —-21.33 —16.72 -14.02 3.81* — — — —
Asian respondents
Rich-poor 16.78 16.85 16.47 .02 36.25 35.00 37.22 1.22
Unintelligent 17.70 18.97 15.97 92 28.30 28.64 27.03 28
Prefer welfare 11.57 15.59 14.74 3.00" 32.18 35.33 34.08 .83
Hard to get along 20.75 22.24 25.74 2.37 23.30 28.92, 28.05 2.75
Poor English 3.85 4.06 2.05 2.79 9.71 9.54 8.77 12
Drug-gangs 19.72 20.94 18.49 49 34.78 3391 31.45 1.97
Discriminate 32.71 27.88 31.80 2.85 27.87 25.10 29.44 3.02*
Absolute scale 17.81 18.83 18.48 31 25.95 26.86 26.82 27
Difference score —.29 1.54 1.32 1.84 5.68 8.04 7.48 2.09
SES difference —-4.34 -3.21 -6.38 1.06 14.94 14.90 14.50 .03
Latino respondents
Rich-poor 12.35 12.23 15.11 3.09* 34.16 31.77 33.36 2.26
Unintelligent 17.51 15.97 17.29 .55 24.67 24.30 24.04 .18
Prefer welfare 14.29 16.71 16.71 1.68 36.65 36.94 37.46 14
Hard to get along 22.02 22.15 21.04 27 27.64 26.85 27.90 24
Poor English 5.59 4.45 3.15 2.16 16.01 13.64 14.64 .85
Drugs-gangs 21.82 22.13 20.00 92 35.80 3691 35.03 .84
Discriminate 33.06 33.72 31.52 .82 33.80 33.14 31.65 .83
Absolute scale 19.14 19.20 18.37 72 29.30 28.49 28.17 1.22
Difference score -4.36 —3.88 -3.32 52 3.78 3.32 4.21 97
SES difference -24.12 -23.12 -19.84 2.76 -2.30 -3.65 —-1.86 1.28

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.
Note: Higher scores indicate more negative out-group ratings.
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001



Target Groups

Latino Latina All Asian Asian
All Latinos Men Women F Asians Men Women F

36.01 35.03 38.09 3.76* 19.60 20.08 25.12 22.75%**
25.84 25.02 24.38 .76 15.33 1592 15.49 10
25.49 23.54 26.19 1.47 10.25 9.00 12.59 5.78**
21.52 22.03 21.57 .10 23.25 21.87 21.22 75
31.73 31.33 30.93 17 24.26 23.98 23.64 10
33.99 29.13 26.70 14.76*** 21.60 20.68 12.33 35.37***
29.70 28.91 26.54 3.30* 29.08 29.87 24.70 8.11***
27.88 26.78 26.31 1.71 20.61 20.18 18.02 6.14**

8.51 8.39 9.35 .78 3.05 3.06 3.32 .16
16.60 15.73 12.34 8.53*** 13 .89 —-.55 1.10
26.22 34.49 34.35 .52 16.25 17.67 20.91 431**
25.51 23.59 22.62 1.81 21.34 17.02 19.09 2.06
27.03 27.27 26.07 12 14.89 14.14 14.91 .10
21.09 21.21 17.06 2.79 31.75 28.48 23.83 5.02**
33.99 30.78 30.19 1.15 34.75 30.96 28.87 3.28*
31.04 32.56 27.45 2.86 26.46 27.99 18.96 13.36***
28.68 29.17 26.47 1.94 37.03 33.62 33.33 2.46
28.91 27.46 24.93 439+ 27.95 25.44 22.99 14.18***

5.13 4.46 4.49 .26 5.36 3.15 3.82 1.95

1.86 95 1.32 27 -18.03 —15.89 -12.02 3.17*
37.69 36.21 38.46 1.07 21.23 20.14 22.76 1.39
28.95 30.00 27.91 .30 15.39 14.26 15.70 .67
32.18 35.62 33.16 .68 9.11 11.44 11.04 1.82
20.85 22.16 24.02 1.07 17.34 13.50 16.79 2.25
30.78 29.75 26.40 3.42* 21.82 22.44 20.92 .49
33.44 31.37 28.30 4.52* 16.13 13.07 11.85 1.75
23.66 19.76 23.09 2.41 25.48 19.78 22.09 2.54
28.39 28.04 27.33 .36 17.50 15.77 16.12 1.47

8.34 9.64 8.89 .70 — — — —
16.47 16.05 15.55 10 —_— — — —
36.46 3542 35.08 .68 17.58 14.90 17.39 2.36
22.84 21.31 21.23 1.17 16.35 14.64 14.57 .88
27.73 28.30 27.94 .07 13.65 16.43 14.85 2.19
14.75 15.59 12.71 2.02 25.70 27.41 24.82 1.40
29.23 27.88 27.92 .79 26.58 26.13 24.31 1.24
32.34 33.67 27.70 10.24*~~ 21.24 21.59 16.06 7.80%**
22.41 23.35 19.37 3.07 29.13 30.77 29.00 71
24.94 24.75 22.87 6.02"* 22.07 22.64 20.65 4.23*

— — —_ — -1.27 —-.50 —.53 58

— — — — -18.89 —20.54 -17.35 1.88




TABLE 3.5 Multivariate Models of Stereotype Difference Score,
White Respondents
White-Black White-Asian White-Latino
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Constant —3.51 (2.51) 1.07 {213 1.93 (2.49)
Experimental ballot
Male ballot —.38 (.73) —.04 (.53} {.73)
Female ballot -.29 (.79) .54 (.60) {.88)
Social background
Age 08 (.03)** — 01 (.02) 04 (.03)
Education
No high school
diploma —1.22 (1.28) 1.55 (1.28)  —1.31(1.61)
Some college .62 (.90} —-.09 (.61) 41 {.87)
Bachelor’s degree —.81(1.17) 17 (.76) 17 {1.13)
Postgraduate —1.79 (1.24) —1.00 (.98) —2.28 (1.27)
Gender ~-1.38 (.68)* 38 (50) —2.85 (.65)***
Income
Did not report 1.57 {1.31) 1.88 (1.04) 2.58 (1.26)*
Low income 1.26 {1.05) 1.12 {91) 2.26 (1.16)*
Lower middle
income 02 (.98) 18 (.88) 80 (.91)
Higher middle
income 45 (.89} 25 (.83) 1.38 (.85
Not in work force —-.23 (.79} .79 (.66) -.17 (.83)
Religion and social values
Protestant .46 (1.55) .78 (.93} 1.68 (1.49)
Catholic 1.71 {1.50) 76 (98] 1.65 (1.54)
Jewish 3.41 (1.94) .60 (1.09) 3.36 (1.81]
Other religion —.18 (1.87) 1.25 (1.28) 47 (1.83)
Attend 28 (.20} 13 (.19) 18 (18]
Political conservatism 1.33 (.28} .05 (.20) .80 (.26)**
Personal work, and neigh-
borhood context
Has target group friend  —2.71 {1.24)* —.08 (.86) —-1.21 (.79)
Coworkers mainly
target group 3.43 (2.24) —.60 (1.56) 4.06 (1.30)**
Percentage target group
in tract —.09 (.03)*** —.02 (.03 -.06 {.02)**
Interview context
Not same race
interviewer —.92 (.64} —.56 {.66) —-.59 [(.68)
Paused before
answering .19 (.98) 38 (.64) -.04 (.97)
Justified responses 13 {1.13) A2 (.75) A7 (1.11)

(Table continues on p. 112.)



TABLE 3.5 Continued
White-Black White-Asian White-Latino
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Showed discomfort —2.27(1.21) —-1.57 (79)* —2.78{1.14)*
Objected to section 2.17 {2.07) A1 (1.57) .49 (2.38)
Racial attitudes
Common fate 27 {.25) 21 {.24) —.07 (.33}
SES difference score 13 {.04)x >+ .04 {.04) A1 {03y
R> 21+ .05 197+
N 761 740 757

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994,

Note: Omitted categories for income, education and religon are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001



TABLE 3.6 Multivariate Models of Stereotype Difference Score,
Black Respondents
Black-White Black-Asian Black-Latino
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Constant 3.16 {2.95) 7.67 (2.40)** 6.80 (1.98)***
Experimental ballot
Male ballot —1.83 (.98) -2.09 (.87)* —.41 (.78)
Female ballot .06 (.95) —-1.17 (.95} —.68 (.65])
Social background
Age —.07 (.03} —.10 (.02)*** -.08 (.02)**~
Education
No high school
diploma —2.07 (1.11}) —1.06 (1.19) —.57 [.94)
Some college —.60 (.94) —-.90 (.96) -.37 (.67)
Bachelor’s degree 1.13 (1.66) —1.66 {1.25]) .05 (1.29)
Postgraduate 4.19 (2.15)* 1.86 {1.87) —.95(1.14)
Gender 1.38 (.85} 2.24 (.73)** 1.29 (.68)
Income
Did not report .07 {1.59) —.55(1.37) —1.37(1.12}
Low income .30 (1.35) .54 (.96) 1.15 {1.32)
Lower middle
income 1.09 (1.42) .74 (1.10} .62 {1.09)
Higher middle
income 19 (1.42) 1.44 (1.48) 1.02 (1.26)
Not in work force 229 (.93} 1.92 (.74)** 2.01 (.76)**
Religion and social
values
Protestant —2.39 (1.55) —1.75 (1.20) —.77 (1.04)
Catholic —2.89 (1.69) — .80 (1.33) —2.65 (1.21)*
Other religion —.88 (2.15) —-1.80 (1.32) —2.08 (1.25)
Attend .07 (.20) -.37 (22) —.07 (.15)
Political
conservatism .01 (.26) 41 (.26) 36 (.16)*
Personal, work, and
neighborhood
context
Has target group
friend —3.44 (1.48)~ .00 (2.46) —1.50 (1.25)
Coworkers mainly
target group .83 (.96) 4.39 (1.94}* —.80 (.75}
Percentage target
group in tract —.03 (.03) —.21 (.06)*** .00 (.02)
Interview context
Not same-race
interviewer 49 (1.17) 1.60 (1.25) —-1.84 (.91)*

{Table continues on p. 114.)



TABLE 3.6 Continued
Black-White Black-Asian Black-Latino
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Paused before
answering 1.99 {.90)* 2.06 (.72)** 1.23 (.66)
Justified responses .19 (1.09) 1.08 (.77) 91 (.65)
Showed discomfort 1.82 (1.47) —.83 (1.20) —-.34 (1.07)
Objected to section ~560(1.63)*** -295(196)  —1.50(1.34]
Racial attitudes
Common fate .38 (.36) 53 (.33) 17 (.33)
SES difference score .01 (.03) —-.02 (.02) .08 (.04)*
R? d40 16+ 16+
N 1037 999 1031

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994,

Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively.

*p<.05 **p<.01, ***p <.001



TABLE 3.7 Multivariate Models of Stereotype Difference Score,
Asian Respondents
Asian-White Asian-Black Asian-Latino
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Constant 10.77 (3.03)***  7.37(3.01)*  11.52 (2.45)***
Experimental ballot
Male ballot 1.89 (.83)* 1.94 (.88)* 1.16 (.64)
Female ballot 2.06 (.84)* 1.74 (.73)* 72 {.57)
Social background
Age ~ 03 (.02 .00 (.03) 02 (.02)
Education
No high school
diploma 36 (1.01) — 87 (.96) 33 (.85)
Some college -2.50(1.19)* —.37(1.12) —.66 (.92)
Bachelor’s degree —.93 (1.05) —-.95 (.79} —.64 (.64)
Postgraduate —2.79 (1.47) -1.77 (.81) —3.24 (.75)**
Gender .96 (.61} 43 (.63} 14 (.51)
Income
Did not report 83 (.93 —.76 (1.07) .06 (.85)
Low income —.82 (.99) —1.75(1.28) -.14 (.81)
Lower middle
income 46 (1.13) 69 (1.02) 87 (.85)
Higher middle
income ~ 94 (1.41) 1.89 (1.03) 1.11 (.76)
Not in work force —1.33 (.84) 41 (.70} .01 (.52)
Ancestry
Chinese —5.34 (1.99)** —-3.73 (1.77)* —.62 (1.12)
Japanese —6.26 (2.37)** —3.24 (1.64)* —.73 {1.50)
Korean -4.93 (2.12)* —1.99 (1.88) .74 (1.41)
U.S. native 30 (1.18) 26 (1.66) — 78 (1.21]
Religion and social
values
Protestant —-1.99 (1.01})* —1.33(1.39) —1.62 (1.07)
Catholic —3.62 ({1.29)** —3.74 (1.82)* —4.04 (1.27)**
Other religion —-1.30 (.75) —-1.20 (.94) -.60 (.67
Attend ~29 (24) 03 [.31) - 41 (22)
Political conservatism 22 (.24) 34 (.27) .06 (.20)
Personal, work, neigh-
borhood context
Has target group
friend —1.21 (91) ~2.17 (2.09) 3.24 (1.27)**
Coworkers mainly
target group .35(1.10) —1.18 {1.90) —.74 (.87)
Percentage target
group in tract —-.02 (.02) 13 (.07) —.06 (.02)***

(Table continues on p. 116.)



TABLE 3.7 Continued

Asian-White Asian-Black Asian-Latino
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Interview context
Not same-race
interviewer —.08 {.92) —-1.98 (.89)* —-2.46 (.68)***
Paused before
answering —.88 {.80) —1.09 {(.86) —.41 {.63)
Justified responses 13 (1.14) —1.19 (1.06) 07 (.56)
Showed discomfort 1.27 (1.21) —1.01 {1.15) -1.31 (.87)
Objected to section —2.70 {1.00)** -1.91 (.87)* —.88 |(.57)
Racial attitudes
Common fate —-.16 (.34) —.06 (.32) —.06 (.25)
SES difference score .08 (.03)** 12 (.04)* 10 (.03)***
R2 ~20ﬁ*i .23*** ’30':'*
N 712 723 721

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.
Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school

diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively.
*p < .05 **p< 01, ***p < .00l



TABLE 3.8 Multivariate Models of Stereotype Difference Scores,
Latino Respondents
Latino-White Latino-Black Latino-Asian
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Constant —5.10 (3.24) 6.13 (1.93)**  —1.49 (2.58)
Experimental ballot
Male ballot 11 (98]  —.37 [.69) 36 (.77)
Female ballot 37 (.99) 05 (59) 30 (.81)
Social background
Age 0l (03)  —.02 (.02 01 (.02)
Education
No high school
diploma -141 (88)  —.32 (.65 82 (.88)
Some college —1.19 (1.20) .13 (.80} .57 (1.06)
Bachelor’s degree 1.33 (1.38) .33 (.93} 1.99 (1.20}
Postgraduate 1.06 (3.39) 4.38 (2.00)* 2.45 (1.94)
Gender 127 (.62)* 15 (.55 49 (.68)
Income
Did not report —.81(1.87) 1.05 (1.53) —.31(1.55)
Low income —.55{1.23) —-.03 {.91) 47 (1.09)
Lower middle
income —.22 (1.11) 31 (.91) 1.01 (1.04)
Higher middle
income —2.41 (1.52) —.52 (1.02) —1.36 (1.35)
Not in work force 12 (.86) 41 (.66) 14 (.71)
Ancestry
Mexican .67 {1.94) -1.60 ({1.19) .69 (1.50)
Central American .20 {2.35) ~1.10 (1.28]} 1.07 (1.44)
U.S. native .01 (.97) —1.08 (.66) 2.25 (.92)*
Religion and social
values
Protestant 2.72 (2.06) 1.53 (1.46) 2.18 (1.57)
Catholic 2.66 (1.43) 26 (.84) 1.92 (1.07)
Other religion 3.95 (3.37) 73 (1.89) 2.74 (1.81)
Attend 23 (27) 06 (.20} —12 (.19)
Political conservatism —.74 (.35)* —-.09 (.21) —.70 (.29)**
Personal, work, and
neighborhood context
Has target group friend —.07 (1.13) -2.36 (.95)** —.77 (2.33)
Coworkers mainly
target group 1.09 (1.01) —2.13 (1.70) —2.53 (1.59)
Percentage target
group in tract -0l [03) -.01 (02) — 03 (.03)
Interview context
Not same-race
interviewer -1.88 (88)* —3.62 (.62)*** —3.08 (.85)***

(Table continues on p. 118.)



TABLE 3.8 Continued
Latino-White Latino-Black Latino-Asian
Stereotype Stereotype Stereotype
Difference Difference Difference
Score Score Score
Paused before
answering .87 [.65) .94 (.50} 32 (.67)
Justified responses .82 (1.05) —-.81 (.55) -.79 (.91}
Showed discomfort —.59 (1.14) -.34 (.71) .96 (1.00)
Objected to section 2.10 (1.23) —-1.18 (.74) 1.62 (1.10)
Racial attitudes
Common fate .80 (.33)* .64 (.28)* .59 (.34}
SES difference score .04 (.02} .06 (.03)* .04 {.02)
R? 09x A4 A1+~
N 868 878 828

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively. The omitted category for ancestry is other

Latino ancestry.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001



TABLE 3.9 Perceptions of Group Competition by Race and
Experimental Ballot

Asian Black Latino
Economic Economic Economic
Threat Threat Threat F
White respondents 2.79 2.75 2.76 .03 ns
(.11] (.09) (.09}
Black respondents 3.53 — 3.38 .46 ns
(.17) {-15)
Asian respondents — 2.69 2.80 .36 ns
{.14) (.12)
Latino respondents 3.35 3.09 — 6.57**
{.07) {.07)
F 11.75*** 6.68*** 94.41***
Asian Black Latino
Political Political Political
Threat Threat Threat F
White respondents 2.85 2.89 2.93 .20 ns
{.11) (.10) (.09)
Black respondents 3.36 — 3.17 .84 ns
(.16) (.14)
Asian respondents — 2.93 3.22 2.82 ns
(.12) (.12)
Latino respondents 3.46 3.16 — 7127
(.07) {.09)
F 10.50*** 2.83 ns 17.55***
Asian Group  Black Group  Latino Group
Threat Index  Threat Index  Threat Index F
White respondents 2.81 2.82 2.85 .06 ns
{-10) {.08) (.08)
Black respondents 3.44 — 3.28 .69 ns
(.16) (.13)
Asian respondents — 2.81 3.01 1.62 ns
(.12) {.10)
Latino respondents 3.40 3.13 — 8.13**
(.06) {.07)
F 13.26*** 5.67*** 4.02*

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.
*p<.05 **p < .01, "**p < .001



TABLE 3.10 Multivariate Models of Competitive Group Threat,
White Respondents
Black Asian Latino
Competitive  Competitive = Competitive
Threat Threat Threat
Constant 231 (61)**  .39(52) 2.63 (.55)***
Social background
Age 01 (.01) 01 (.01)* .00 {.00)
Education
No high school diploma .11 (31)*** —.14 (.47) —.45 (.47)
Some college —.01 (.18) —.07 (.18} —.01 (.21)
Bachelor’s degree —.07 {.19) —.31(.24) —.27(.20)
Postgraduate —.24 (.24} .05 (.30) —.28 {.24)
Gender .02 (.15) —.24 {.16) —.02 (.14)
Income
Did not report .28 (.26) —.14 (.27) 52 (.25)*
Low income .09 (.22) .19 (.24) —.14 (.25)
Lower middle income .16 {.25) -.21 (.20) —.09 (.18)
Higher middle income .07 {.18) —.07 {.27) 11 (.19)
Not in work force —.03 (.14) 14 (.17) 06 (.15)
Religion and social values
Protestant 4 (.25) .32 (.25) —.08 {.19)
Catholic 24 (24] .32 (.25 —.37 (.26)
Jewish 35 (25) — 17 (.36) —.15 (.28
Other religion 28 (.29) .05 {.30) 18 (.27)
Attend — .01 (.04) 21(.05)**  —.07 (.04]
Political conservatism 06 (.06) 21 (.07)** .08 {.05)
Personal, work, and neigh-
borhood context
Has target group friend 23 (.21) —.16 (.43) .09 (.14)
Coworkers mainly target
group —.27 (.28) .12 {.43) —.55(.20)**
Percentage target group
in tract —.02 {.01)* —.00 {.01) —.01 {.01)
Interview context
Not same-race interviewer —.08 (.15) —.27 (.16 .16 (.19)
Paused before answering —.09 (.14) .17 (.17 .04 (.18)
Justified responses .10 {.19) 11 (.22) 21 (.16}
Showed discomfort —-.24 (.20) .14 (.25) —.01 {.20)
Objected to section —.04 {.64) .28 {.38) —.19 {.26)
Racial attitudes
Common fate —.13 {.07) .09 (.07) A7 (.05)*
Stereotype difference score .05 {.01)*** .03 {.01) .01 {.01)
SES difference score —.02 {.01)** .00 {.01) .01 {.01)
R2 36*** 33rr .27t**
N 255 233 253

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.
Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectlvely

*p <.05 **p < .01, **"p < .001



TABLE 3.11 Multivariate Models of Competitive Group Threat,
Black Respondents

Asian Latino
Competitive Competitive
Threat Threat
Constant 2.36 (.51)* 2.80 (.67)***
Social background
Age .01 (.00)** .01 (.00)
Education
No high school diploma —.55(.22)** —.33 (.23)
Some college —-.37 (17} —.31(.21)
Bachelor’s degree —.50{.32) —.44 (27)
Postgraduate .37 (.33) —1.29 (46)**
Gender —.35(.13)** —.17 (.18}
Income
Did not report .66 (.35) 24 (.32)
Low income 75 (.26)** .10 (.25)
Lower middle inome .39 (.27) .12 (.29)
Higher middle income .09 (.37) .10 (.29)
Not in work force —.22 (.14) .22 (.18}
Religion and social values
Protestant A1 {.21) .23 (.23)
Catholic ~ .06 {.36) 38 (.29)
Other religion ~.01 (.28) —.32(.32)
Attend 06 (.04] —.06 {.05)
Political conservatism .06 {.05) .08 (.06)
Personal, work, and neighborhood context
Has target group friend —.81(.35)" —.48 (.40)
Coworkers mainly target group —.03 (.38) —.18 (.24}
Percentage target group in tract —.00 (.01) .01 {.01)
Interview context
Not same-race interviewer =77 (21)** —.36(.19)
Paused before answering —.06 {.12) .06 {.19)
Justified responses —.03 (.14) —.12(.18)
Showed discomfort 31 (.24) —.77 (23)**~
Objected to section —-.09 (.37) 18 {.36)
Racial attitudes
Common fate .20 (.06)*** .08 (.07)
Stereotype difference score .03 (.01)*** 02 (.01)*~
SES difference score —.01 (.00} .01 (.01)
R 420 36%
N 503 500

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively.

*p < .05 **p<.01, *"*p < .001



TABLE 3.12 Multivariate Models of Competitive Group Threat,

Asian Respondents

Black Latino
Competitive Competitive
Threat Threat
Constant 1.82 {.66) 1.07 (.47)*
Social background
Age .02 (.00)*** .01 (.00
Education
No high school diploma —.26(.20) .33 (.22)
Some college —.05 (.14} .01 (.16)
Bachelor’s degree —.04 (.12} .09 (.17)
Postgraduate .30 (.18) .07 {.21)
Gender 13 (.11) —.10(.14)
Income
Did not report —.13(.15) .09 (.15)
Low income -.29(.17) —.14 (.17)
Lower middle income —.19 (.19} .04 (.15)
Higher middle income —.21{.19) —.06 (.13)
Not in work force .01 (.12) —.17(.11)
Ancestry
Chinese 79 (.55) 62.(.37)
Japanese .61 {.55) .52 (.38
Korean 1.06 (.56) 1.15 {.38)**
U.S. native -.39 (.17)* —-.20(.17)
Religion and social values
Protestant —.12 (.23) —.01{.16)
Catholic —.11{.21) —.12 (.20}
Other religion —.19{.15) —.07 (.13)
Attend —.04 (.05) .07 (.03)*
Political conservatism —.04 (.04) .10 (.05)*
Personal, work, and neighborhood context
Has target group friend .10 (.19) .20 {.26)
Coworkers mainly target group .19 (.41) —.25(.19)
Percent target group in tract —.00 (.01} .00 {.00)
Interview context
Not same-race interviewer —.12(.17) —.07 (.17)
Paused before answering .05 {.12) .10 (.10)
Justified responses —.07 (.14) —.09 (.13)
Showed discomfort —.22(.19) —.29 (.26)
Objected to section —.04 (.22) —.22(.18)
Racial attitudes
Common fate | —.03 {.05) .08 (.06)
Stereotype difference score .03 (.01)** .03 (.01)***
SES difference score -.01 (.01) —.00 (.00}
R> 39% 40***
N 358 340

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively. The omitted category for ancestry is other

Asian ancestry.
*p<.05 **p< .01, ***p <.001
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TABLE 3.13 Multivariate Models of Competitive Group Threat,

Latino Respondents

Black Asian
Competitive ~ Competitive
Threat Threat
Constant 2.76 (.65) 3.93 (.54)
Social background
Age .01 (.01) —.00 (.00)
Education
No high school diploma .17 (.18) —.20 (.15}
Some college .03 {.19) —.50(.25)*
Bachelor’s degree .10 (.31) —.75(.24)**
Postgraduate —.41 (.40) —.92 (.43)*
Gender .05 (.12) .02 (.14)
Income
Did not report .55 (.45) 13 {.39)
Low income .34 {.41) —.13 (.32}
Lower middle income .18 {.40) .03 (.29)
Higher middle income —.12 {.39) —.16 (.32}
Not in work force .05 (.14) 30 (.14)*
Ancestry
Mexican —.23(.22) —.15(.23)
Central American —.40 (.23) .06 (.26)
U.S. native ~.17 (.20} .09 {.17)
Religion and social values
Protestant —.46 (.34} —.48 (.34)
Catholic 16 (.22) .09 (.28)
Other religion —.18 (.36) —.42 (.55)
Attend — .04 (.05] —.03 (.03)
Political conservatism —.01 (.04) .03 (.04)
Personal, work, and neighborhood context
Has target group friend .18 (.30) —.32 (.44)
Coworkers mainly target group .12 (.33) —.33{.22)
Percent target group in tract .00 (.00} —.01 {.01)**
Interview context
Not same-race inerviewer —.11(.18) —.31(.15)*
Paused before answering —.06 (.14) —.00 (.13)
Justified responses -.31(.21) .04 (.16)
Showed discomfort —.34 (.21) ~.17 (.18)
Objected to section —.06 (.18) —.20(.17)
Racial attitudes
Common fate 22 (.06)***  —.00 (.05)
Stereotype difference score -.00 (.01) .01 {.01)
SES difference score —.00 (.01} —.01 (.00}
R2 20*** Q1 ***
N 413 425

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.

Note: Omitted categories for income, education, and religion are high income, high school
diploma, and agnostic or atheist, respectively. The omitted category for ancestry is other

Latino ancestry.
*p<.05 **p< .0l ***p<.001



TABLE 3.14 Multivariate Models of Opposition to Affirmative Action, White Respondents
Education and  Education and Education Hiring and Hiring and Hiring and
Training for Training for and Training  Promotion for Promotion Promotion for
Blacks Asians for Latinos Blacks for Asians Latinos
Constant 3.78 (.77)*~ 2.12 (.54)**~ 2.06 (.66)** 4.81 (.58)*** 3.21 {.45) 2.62 (.56)***
Social background
Age ~.01 (.01)* —.00 {.00) ~.01{.01) —.01 (.01)* .00 (.01) ~.01 (.00)
Education
No high school
diploma ~1.11 (.30)***  —.48(.30) ~.60(.37) — .16 (.40) ~.14 (.36) 12 (.49)
Some college —.38 (.17)* .03 (.23) 12 (.15) 22 (.22) —.12 (.20} —.08 (.22)
Bachelor’s
degree -.22.(.20) .02, (.24) —.26 (.21) .02 (.19) —.24 (.24) —.08 (.21)
Postgraduate ~.49 (.26) .05 (.29} —.38(.31) .02 (.26} —.67 (.28)* —.22 {.28)
Gender 36 (.15)* 16 {.15) .14 (.20) 17 (.15) 05 (.14) .12.(.18)
Income
Did not report  —.46 (.33) .40 {.25) 14 (.44) ~ 44 (.35) — 94 (.34)** .10 (.21)
Low income —.66 (.23} —.25 (.23} —.26 (.28) —.52.(.26)* —.74 (.31)* —.65 (.32)*
Lower middle
income — .36 (.20 — .04 (22) —.19 (.24] ~.18(.17) — .62 (20)**  —.37(.18)*
Higher middle
income —.23 (.24) .03 (.23) —.28 (.21) .08 {.19) —.42 (.18)* -~.10 {.15)
Not in work
force 12(.19) 13 (.17) ~.06 (.21) —.02(.21) —.06 (.19) —.30 (.20
Religion and social
values
Protestant —.50 (.32) 33 (.19} — .38 (.32) .10 (.24) .07 (23] ~.13 (.31}
Catholic —.50(.33) .57 (.20)* ~.36 (.35) .03 (.22) .14 {.24) —.31(.34)
Jewish — .64 (.32)" .06 (.30} - .54 {.39) — .66 (.28 —.02 (.34) ~.07 (.36)
Other religion —.48 (.41) .01 (.31) —.90 (.38)* .25 (.26) —.50 (.26) —.29 (.36)
Attend —.02 {.05) .06 (.05) .02 (.06) —.09 (.04)* —.00 (.05) .10 (.04)*
Political
conservatism .04 {.08) .10 (.05)* 15 {.07)* .08 {.06) .12 (.05) 25 (.05)**~



Personal, work,
and neighbor-
hood context

Has target group

friend — .14 (.20) — .45 (.29) .03 (.20) 24 (27) 46 (.27) ~.10(.17)
Coworkers

mainly target

group .07 (.49} 51 (.26)* —.32 (.35) —.14 (.41} .48 (.34) —.69 (.32)"
Percentage target

group in tract .01 (.01) 01 (.01) .00 (.01) —.02 ({.01)* — .02 (.07) 02 (.01)**

Interview context
Not same-race

interviewer .09 (.15} — 33 (.16)* — 25 (.14) ~ 02 (.14) — 36 (14  —.07(17)
Paused before
answering .09 (.19} —.07 (.18) A2 (.21) —.03 (.17} —.04 {.19) 10 (.17)
Justified
responses .00 (.28) —.14 (.22} —.00 (.24} .03 (.21} —.23 (.28) —.14 (.23}
Showed dis-
comfort — .36 (23] 35 (.24) ~.12 (.20} —.16 (.18 .03 (.20 ~.17(22)
Objected to
section 75 (27)" 1.12 (.22)*** 49 (.54) 21 (.48) 47 (.45) —.32(.29)
Racial attitudes
Common fate —.10(.08) — .05 {.07) — .02 (.08) ~.06 (.09) 15 (.07 — .05 (.06)
Stereotype dif-
ference score .00 (.01} .02 (.01)* .03 {.02) .04 {01+~ .02 (.01} .02 (.01)
SES difference
score —.02 (.01)** —.02 (.01)** —.00 (.01) —.03(.01)***  —.01(.01) — .02 (.01)**
Threat from
target group .13 {.10) —.06 (.07} 18 (.07)** —.22 {.10}* —.02 {.07) .04 (.07)
R 264 257 23% 317 33% 28%+*
N 248 225 253 247 225 253

Source: Los Angeles Study of Urban Inequality 1994.
Note: Omitted categories for education, income, and religion are high school diploma, high income, and agnostic or atheist, respectively.
*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .00l



TABLE 3.15 Multivariate Models of Opposition to Affirmative Action,
Black Respondents
Education Education Hiring and Hiring and
and Training  and Training Promotion Promotion
for Asians for Latinos for Asians for Latinos
Constant 2.54 (.51)*** 1.84 (.56)*** 3.58 (.49)*** 2.33 (.64)***
Social background
Age —.01 (.00} .01 {.00) —.01 {.00)* .00 (.00)
Education
No high school
diploma —.26 (.23) —.05 {.22} —.32 (.23) —.09 (.24)
Some college —.25 {.16) -.23 (.17} -.18 {.17) —.10{.15)
Bachelor’s
degree — .54 (.26)* —.30 (.23) — 02 (.25} — .06 (.28)
Postgraduate —.74 (.30)* —.12 (.32} — 26 (.24) — 29 (.28)
Gender 01 {.14] 04 (.16) .10 (.14) —.11{.16)
Income
Did not report —.24 (.31) .33 (.19) .08 (.31) .26 {.25)
Low income ~.18(.23) .14 (.20) —.04 (.23) —.03 (.23)
Lower middle
income —.11(.25) .63 (.23)** —.14 (.22) .34 (.22)
Higher middle
income ~ .39 (.26} 51 (.23)* —.60 (.27)* .10 (21)
Not in work
force — 24 (.14) — .30 (.16) ~.15 (.17} — 35 (.13)*~
Religion and
social values
Protestant .09 {.18) —.39 (.33} .12 (.20} —.07 (.23)
Catholic .70 (.38) —.38 (.32) .36 (.33) —.12(.29)
Other religion .34 (.32) —.71 {.40) .54 (.31) —.16 (.32)
Attend .09 (.04) 01 (.03) ~ .01 (.04] — .01 (.04)
Political
conservatism —.04 (.04} —.03 (.04) —.05 (.05) —.02 (.04}
Personal, work,
and neighbor-
hood context
Has target group
friend — 55 (.34) 09 (.32) —.02(21) 56 (.27)*
Coworkers
mainly target
group .13 {.36) —.17 {.18) 76 (.27)* .01 (.21)
Percentage target
group in tract —.00 (.01) —.00 {.01) — .01 (.00} .00 (.01}
Interview context
Not same-race
interviewer —.34 (.23) .16 (.18) —.10 (.25) .22 {.16)




TABLE 3.15 Continued
Education Education Hiring and Hiring and
and Training  and Training Promotion Promotion
for Asians for Latinos for Asians for Latinos
Paused before
answering —.04 (.15} —.12 (.13} .03 (.15} .02 {.13}
Justified
responses —.11{.15) .05 {.19} —.14 (.14} —.01 (.16}
Showed dis-
comfort — .61 (24)**  —.00(.26) — .44 (27) — .28 (.23)
Objected to
section —.35 (.32} —.09 (.38) —.06 (.29} —.14 {.38)
Racial attitudes
Common fate —.08 {.07) —.08 {.07} .00 {.07) —.11 